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RESPONSE TO AMENDMENT 

1 . Claims 1-70 and 77-90 remain for further examination and pending. 

The old rejection maintained 

2. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-70 and 77-90 filed on July 24, 
2006 have been fully considered but they are not deemed to be persuasive for the 
claims 1-70 and 77-90. The rejection is respectfully maintained as set forth in the last 
Office Action mailed on April 21, 2006. 

Claim Rejections ■ 35 USC § 103(a) 

3. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 



4. Claims 1-70 and 77-90 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Keesey et al (U.S. Patent No. 6,622,167) in view of Zimowski (U.S. 
Patent No. 6,832,368). 
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5. As to claim 1 , Keesey teaches a method for managing data stored in a cache 
comprising the computer implemented steps of: providing a first version of data in 
response to receiving a first request for data (figures 2-4; column 6 lines 1-45, Keesey 
discloses that a first version of a document requested is served to the client); detecting 
that a second more recent version of the data is available (column 7 lines 25-30, 
Keesey discloses that a request for more recent versions of the document are 
requested from the origin server, new versions could be pushed downstream to any 
DSS that has previously requested the document independently of the user request and 
inquire processes discussed in figures 4-6); in response to detecting requesting the 
second more recent versions of the data be supplied to the cache, and storing in the 
cache the second more recent version of the data (column 7 lines 1-30, Kqesey 
discloses that a more recent version of the documents cached are requested and stored 
in the cache server, new versions could be pushed downstream to any DSS that has 
previously requested the document independently of the user request and inquiry 
processes discussed in figures 4-6); receiving a second request for the data; and in 
response to receiving the second request for the data, retrieving the second more 
recent version of the data from the cache, and providing the second more recent 
version of the data (see col. 7, Keesey discloses that responses for requests for a 
document include the recent version of the document). 
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However, Keesey does not explicitly disclose that detecting, independent of any 
request for the data, that a second more resent version of the data is available; in 
response to detecting, independent of any request for the data, that the second more 
recent version of the data is available, requesting the second more recent versions of 
the data be supplied to the cache, and storing in the cache the second more recent 
version of the data. 

Zimowski explicitly disclose that detecting, independent of any request for the 
data, that a second more resent version of the data is available; in response to 
detecting, independent of any request for the data, that the second more recent version 
of the data is available, requesting the second more recent versions of the data be 
supplied to the cache, and storing in the cache the second more recent version of the 
data (see abstract and summary of the invention; figures 1 and 6; column 3 lines 1-10 
and 48-57; and column 10 line 25 to column 11 line 16). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to incorporate the teaching of Zimowski as stated above with the 
method of Keesey for managing data stored in a cache because it would have provided 
a novel new data .version updating method and apparatus to manage the data stored in 
a cache, made update version of data available to a user; and improved control over the 
data version management apparatus. 
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6. As to claim 2, Keesey teaches the step of: replacing the first version of the data 
in the cache (column 7, Keesey discloses that the older version of data is replaced by 
the newer version of data). Keesey does not explicitly teach the limitation of deleting the 
first version of data. Keesey does teach that the first version of data is replaced by the 
second version of data (column 7). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to modify Keesey by specifying the replacement of the first version of data as deleting 
the first version of data since the same functionality of deleting the first version of data is 
achieved. 

7. As to claim 3, Keesey teaches the steps of: storing, in a location other than the 
first cache, a request to requests for newer version of the data from the cache, and if 
the request for newer version of the data from the cache cannot be successfully 
processed, then after expiration of a specified period of time, retrieving from the location 
other than the first cache, the request for newer version of the data from the cache, and 
processing again the request to for newer version of the data from the cache (columns 
6-7, Keesey discloses that requests for newer versions of data are propagated 
upstream to the second cache server DSS and upon servicing the requests, the first 
version of data is replaced by the newer version of data). Keesey fails to teach the 
.claimed limitation of a "request to delete the first version of data". Keesey does teach 
that requests for newer versions of data are propagated upstream to the second cache 
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server DSS and upon servicing the requests, the first version of data is replaced by the 
newer version of data (columns 6-7). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to modify Keesey by specifying the requests for newer versions of data as the requests 
for deleting the first version of data since the same functionality of deleting the first 
version of data is achieved. 

8. As to claim 4, Keesey teaches the step of: if the second more recent version of 
the data cannot be retrieved and stored in the cache, then after a specified period of 
time, attempting to again retrieve and store in the cache the second more recent version 
of the data (column 7, Keesey discloses that in active mode, the cache server makes 
attempts periodically to retrieve more recent versions of the documents cached). 

9. As to claim 5, Keesey teaches the step of: if, after expiration of a specified period 
of time from a time when the second more recent version of the data is stored in the 
cache, no further requests for the second more recent version of the data are received, 
then deleting the second more recent version of the data from the cache (column 7 lines 
55-65, Keesey disclose that after a certain time when documents are not requested they 
are removed from cache). 
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10. As to claim 6, Keesey teaches the steps of: storing, in a location other than the 
first cache, a request to retrieve and store in the cache the second more recent version 
of the data, and if the request to retrieve and store in the cache the second more recent 
version of the data cannot be processed successfully, then after queuing the request for 
a specified period of time, retrieving from the location other than the first cache, the 
request to retrieve and store in the cache the second more recent version of the data, 
and processing the request to retrieve and store in the cache the second more recent 
version of the data (column 7 lines 30-50, Keesey discloses that requests for recent 
versions of data are propagated upstream and queued for servicing). Keesey does not 
explicitly teach the claimed limitation of an "expiry" of a specified time period. Keesey 
teaches that requests for recent versions of data are propagated upstream and queued 
for servicing. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the ad at the time of the invention 
to modify Keesey by specifying the queuing of requests for newer versions of data to 
the upstream servers and Internet as a specified 'expiry period" since the same 
functionality of implementing a wait time is achieved. 

11. As to claim 7, Keesey teaches the steps of: providing data that indicates whether 
the second more recent version of the data was successfully retrieved and stored in the 
cache (column 7 lines 30-45). 
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12. As to claim 8, Keesey teaches the steps of: causing a copy of the second more 
recent version of the data to be stored at the second cache (column 7, Keesey 
discloses that the recent version of the document is propagated to the lower level cache 
servers). 

13. As to claim 9, Keesey teaches the step of: retrieving and storing in the cache the 
second more recent version of the data is performed in response to processing one or 
more requests from an entity. Keesey fails to teach the term "authorized entity". 
However, "Official Notice" is taken that the concept and advantages of servicing 
requests from an authorized entity is old and well known in the art. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to modify Keesey by specifying the clients as an authorized entity so that only certain 
users are served data requests. 

14. As to claim 10, Keesey teaches the step of: generating, based upon a set of 
logging criteria, log data that indicates one or more activities of the cache (columns 6-7, 
Keesey discloses that usage counts are updated at the cache servers). 
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1 5. As to claim 1 1 , Keesey teaches that the set of logging criteria includes the 
presence of the first version of data provided (column 7). Keesey does not explicitly 
teach the limitation wherein logging criteria includes the "size" of data requested. 
However, "Official Notice" is taken that the concept and advantages of using the size of 
the data requested as a logging criteria by the cache servers is old and well known in 
the art. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to modify Keesey by specifying the size of the data as the logging criteria. One would be 
motivated to do so to take into consideration network bandwidth when moving large 
data files across the Intranet. 

16. As to claim 12, Keesey teaches that the set of logging criteria includes presence 
of the first version of data. Keesey does not explicitly teach the limitation wherein 
logging criteria includes the amount of time required to provide data requested. 
However, "Official Notice" is taken that the concept and advantages of using the an 
amount of time required to provide the data requested as a logging criteria by the cache 
servers is old and well known in the art. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to modify Keesey by specifying the amount of time required to provide the data as the 
logging criteria. One would be motivated to do so to take into consideration network 
delay when moving large data files across the Intranet. 
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17. Claims 13-70 do not teach or define any new limitations than above claims 1-12; 
therefore, the claims 13-70 are rejected for similar reasons. 

18. Claims 77-90 are rejected for similar reasons as the rejected claims 1-12 above. 
Regarding claims 77-78, Keesey does not explicitly teach the limitation of a "traffic 
server". Keesey does teach that document shadowing servers DSS are used as 
intermediaries between the client and the source server (figure 2; and columns 6-7). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to modify Keesey by specifying the document shadowing servers DSS as traffic servers 
since the same functionality of implementing an intermediary caching system is 
achieved. 

Regarding claims 79-90, Keesey does not explicitly teach the claimed limitation of a 
"differencing mechanism". Keesey does teach a document shadowing program 34 
configures the DSS to implement the functionality of the claims above (columns 5-7). 
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to modify Keesey by specifying the document shadowing program 34 as the differencing 
mechanism since the same functionality of requesting newer versions of documents 
independent of requests for the documents is achieved. 
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Response to Arguments 

19. Applicant's arguments, filed on July 24, 2006, with respect to claims rejections 
under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph of claims 1-70 and 77-90 have been fully 
considered and are persuasive. The claims rejections under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second 
paragraph of claims 1-70 and 77-90 has been withdrawn. 

20. Applicant's arguments, filed on July 24, 2006, with respect to claims rejections 
under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) of claims 1-70 and 77-90 have been fully considered but they 
are not deemed to be persuasive for the claims 1-70 and 77-90. The rejection is 
respectfully maintained as set forth in the last Office Action mailed on April 21, 2006. 

21 . In the remarks, the applicant argues that: 

(A) Argument: No suggestion or motivation to combine the teachings of Keesey and 
Zimowski. 

Response: The test of the obviousness is: 

Subject matter is unpatentable under section 103(a) if "'it would have been 
obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art. While there must be some teaching, 
reason suggestion, or motivation to combine existing elements to produce the claimed 
device, it is not necessary that the cited references or prior arts specifically suggest 
making the combination." As shown in In re Nilssen, 851 f. 2d 1401, 1403, 7 USPQ2d 
1500, 1502 (Fed. C/r. 1988). 
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"Such suggestion or motivation to combine prior art teachings can derive solely 
form the existence of a teaching, which one of ordinary skill in the art would be 
presumed to know, and the use of that teaching to solve the same [or] similar problem 
which it address." As shown in In re wood, 599 f. 2d 1032, 1037, 202 USPQ 171, 174 
(CCPA 1979). 

Accordingly, Zimowski explicitly teaches that in response to detecting, 
independent of any request for the data, that the second more recent version of the data 
is available, requesting the second more recent versions of the data be supplied to the 
cache, and storing in the cache the second more recent version of the data (see 
abstract and summary of the invention; figures 1 and 6; column 3 lines 1-10 and 48-57; 
and column 1 0 line 25 to column 1 1 line 1 6), which one of ordinary skill in the art would 
be presumed to know, and the use of that teaching to solve the same [or] similar 
problem which it address as a method for managing data stored in a cache. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to incorporate the teaching of Zimowski as stated above with the 
method of Keesey for managing data stored in a cache because it would have provided 
a novel new data version updating method and apparatus to manage the data stored in 
a cache, made update version of data available to a user; and improved control over the 
data version management apparatus. 
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(B) Argument: The proposed combination changes a principle of operation of the 
prior art invention. 

Response: In response to applicant's argument that the combination changes a 
principle of operation of the prior art invention, a recitation of the intended use of the 
claimed invention must result in a structural difference between the claimed invention 
and the prior art in order to patentably distinguish the claimed invention from the prior 
art. If the prior art structure is capable of performing the intended use, then it meets the 

9 

claim. 

In response to applicant's argument that the combination changes a principle of 
operation of the prior art invention, the fact that applicant has recognized another 
advantage which would flow naturally from following the suggestion of the prior art 
cannot be the basis for patentability when the differences would otherwise be obvious. 
See Ex parte Obiaya, 227 USPQ 58, 60 (Bd. Pat. App. & Inter. 1985). 

22. Applicant's arguments do not comply with 37 CFR 1 .1 1 1 (c) because they do not 
clearly point out the patentable novelty which he or she thinks the claims present in view 
of the state of the art disclosed by the references cited or the objections made. Further, 
they do not show how the amendments avoid such references or objections. 
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23. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See M.P.EP. § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 C.F.R. § 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 



24. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Bharat Barot whose Telephone Number is (571) 
272-3979. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday from 9:30 AM to 
6:00 PM. Most facsimile-transmitted patent application related correspondence is 
required to be sent to the Central FAX Number (571) 273-8300. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Saleh Najjar can be reached at (571) 272-4006. 

Patent Examiner Bharat Barot -o > J- ]£Ldb-v?rh> 
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